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pean “four,’ Presrdent Reagan pledged
that the US.>would not "undercut"‘
any of the “exrstmg strateglc arms
agreements.” This is; typical arms’
control rhetoric, calculated to mean a .

throwwelght wrth the Soviets new A
- 19 and .SS-16 missiles undercut this;
_.’bargain;‘But if there had never been
-a SALT or a START, Sen Exon never.

great deal at first blush and very llttle ;‘would ‘have "heard ‘of '

- aftér careful reading. But if the Pres1
_dent actually meant thaf the U.S.
- would “abide by the terms -of SALT-1 .

and SALT-I1, he has just ruled out the °.

: MX [missile option most favored by his
natgonal security advisers., . .

vIThe . administration is: under in-

structions from Congress to make up -

- its mlnd on how to base the MX mis- AL

.sile sn ‘it would survive 3 first strike’
by large and increasingly accurate So-
viet missiles. The Carter administra- -
tlon,s solution was to make the mis-
srles_ mobile so the Soviets wouldn't ’

_know where to aim, but confine them -

in gigantic racetracks so they could be

telliti e .
counted by spy satellities veritying an "~ would do the same thing, except each.

! pro;ecule would have' a

arin§ agreement. This woiild have re:
suited in the largest construction proj
ectrin " history;" gobblmg up -immensé

amounts of Western land and wateri :
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and, almost certamly‘prlcing‘ itself out £
of .existence. . The Reagan planners ¢

quickly junked this Rube: Goldberg
schemie, but Congress refused, to fund

L
thé ‘imissile without a basing Solution; ! '
Currently the, admnnstr' on, s}

. leamng toward, “dense pac

. thelmlssdes ‘in silos so hard ‘a direct -

" hit would be needed to destroy each
one, but so close together a hit on one
would ruin the accuracy of an incom-.
. ing missile attacking thé:next one.
. This would be relatively simple and -
_ cheap, and would be a plausible way
* of creating 50 many uncertainties a
Soviet planner could never launch a
. confldent attack. .,
1 "Dense pack would requlre the coi*",
- structlon ‘of new missile silos, though
since “existing . ones " are” not “close”
enough together. New silos are not al-
lowed under either the expired SALT-1
offensive agreement or the unratified

- ~ SAET-H: Our negotiators provided for.

* the racetrack, or at least claimed they

did, but not other designs. Missiles in .- -, R 2
" The most serious impact of arms

dense pack would be no more threat-- i
ening to the Russians than the same-

missiles in racetracks, and a surviva-. -

ble land-based force would make a\
first strike less inviting to the Sovret5°
and make deterrence more stable. Yet

Mr. Reagan may now find h|mself \

forced to forgo the dense pack option, -
. and be left with no viable MX basmg

abide by a treaty that provides for *
basing ‘the missile only ln a, 'Rube
Goldberg way.
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,-and the’ Tltan 11 woul

. tarily;. it-serves..only: to.-make: then
" SALT negotiators’ comparison charts:

. look better The Titan remains in’ser: o
“vice less'for the mission of deterrence ]
than the mission of sellmg SALT
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You have never heard of the Porcu-
- pine or Swarmjet weapons systems. .
These are systems that would defend .
missile sites with non-nuclear projec-
tiles. Porcupine would shoot a shot-
gun-blast of metal lumps into the path
of an incoming missile. Swarmjet
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These systems would be a,cheap
-..way to lntroduce uncertainty into any-

. attack on ‘land- based missil
: would threaten o’ one. The

smissﬂe .and even, then;could hurt &:

Russianonly if he :were walking in

. Montana wheat field. But these Sy,
‘tems never.even make it to thé top
the Pentagon bureaucracy They ralse
too many questions about comphanc .
-with :arms control. Among oth

’tlnngs, in SALT-I we agreed not'tod
basrng + - ploy antl-mxssrle systems w1th mu

. Dle warheads sempe T
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The much-publlcrzed deployment of

P

- ‘cruise missiles in Europe has a small

hltch the. basing mode is as silly .as
' the MX .- racetrack. . The ground-
launched cruise mrssiles would be de-

e ployed in a.22-vehicle convoy, presum-;

ably racing down-the Aufobahn with}
.. Ted lights_flashing if deployed n any
< emergency. The same, miss|
.20 feet long, could be deployed on.heli-

, only: |

copters or short takeoff and ‘landing
aircraft. But under SALT; II such, air- |

. craft .would . probably be"counted asl

"heavyA bom_bers ¥ and: could be de

agreements on our defense posture is-

tthe subtle effect on the evolutlon of the

“but conventli)na.l~ as' the Falkland Is-

~#lands fighting soclearly showed. The'
. U.S.-has an ady
solution, merely because he pledged to f

vant
nologles. and - stopplng‘the ‘ABM ;
was the "Soviet obJectrv
© hampering - crurse mlss

abe in these tech-"
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only people killed by US. strategr
missile systems have béen David va-
ingston, Robert A. Thomas and Erby ’
Hepstall. Sgt. Livingston, Staff Sgt.

Thomas and Airman Hepstall were
victims of accidents at Titan II mrssnle s

sites. The 54 Titans have been struck””

. by a series of accidents, often involy- -

. Ing the missile’s volatile and noxious
-+ liquid fuels. The two most serious ac-
- cidents have involved 58 injuries as.:

" " well as the three fatalities.

The Titan II flrst deployed in 1962

- Is the only liquid-fueled rocket left m
" the U.S. mventory By modern stan-
". dards, it.is not accurate enough to hrt
anything, but it has a, very large war

head--some nine megatons or: 1000

. times the: ‘'size of the leoshlma bomb

-+ The military purpose of a large but m; ‘

" accurate weapon is'at best equwocal,1 i‘?
clude deliberate targetmg of Russian -
civilians. Anyway, since. Titan sllos:f'

USs. retaliatory doctrine does not in-

-—-—are~old_and,LEL&ti£lY _soft, they are’
most unlikely to survi Vi
stnke ;

saf€ enough for continued use. (In the
.1980 accident near Damascus, Ark,, a
wrench socket fell 70 feet into the srlo
and punctured the missile’s %-inch°

skin, releasing fuel fumes that eventu- _"
ally exploded and hiirled the warhead -
‘.. into a nearby field.) Defense Secre-

‘tary Robert McNamara wanted to re-

tire the Titan shortly after it was de- jz

ployed. Earlier this year the. Reagan

administration proposed’ to retlre"

. them at the rate of one per month, but
" the proposal was rejected by the Co
gress. CUNAT AR A IS
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“Why in the world Mr Presrdent
on the very eve of the initiation of the |

START negotratlons. would we dis-

mantle one-third,“or nearly one thlrd
~ of our land-based ICBM megaton®
nage?” demanded Sen. James Exon

during the floor debate. *What. drd We W

get in return from the Soviets? We got

nothing. We got nothing, that is. what' &
we got in return. This is pure and sim-
ple unilateral disarmament.’..":+....

Megatonnage, or more precisely

throwweight, is indeed important in_

‘trying to design an arms control
" _treaty. In SALT-I we agreed to forgo

an ABM system to defend missile sites

. in the hopes that limits on Soviet of-
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:““heavy - bombers,”" including all air
“ craft with cruise; 'mlssrles of-over 600
" kilometers' in- range 'The: protacol, to -

. the treaty would apply the 600 kilome- -

* ter limit.'to all “sea- -launched-; éruise; )

missiles. It will be interesting to learn

~-Whether the protocol qualifies as ‘“an’,

- existing strategic arms agreemen ;

Even if it had been ratified it would;

have expired by now—but then, SALT-.

I offensive  limitations have also .ex:,

-plred Adherence to the protocol would

% force - the- -Pentagon to, forgo.already,

i announced plans to deploy long-range
“crilise mrssrles at sea. . . %

In any event, the protocol has al-
ready impeded cruise missile develop-

) ‘ment; the Carter ‘administration- ex-

3 ; pllcltly slowed funding because of the -

possibility that - the . protocol. limits
=would be extended. :And in any. future
arms. agreement the crmse mrssrle
“ poses huge problems it'is small, mo-
.blle easlly concealed and may. have;
n clear or. conventlonal warhea X
The ‘miost” likely outcome ‘of concérn§-
over ‘‘veri ication’ ‘“would ~be- to--con-_

W
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B "Eﬁ?"% sidef_all cruise “missiles- as nuclear,
panel mvestlgated
the accxdents and declared the system_ .-

The itonic result would be to allow nu-
~clear cruise missiles but prohibit con--
ventronally armed ones. In the name
of a safer world, arms control would |
" stop the: one weapon most likely to
‘make nuclear warheads unnecessary
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..+ :iThe effort"to reach’ arms-agree ,

ments with the Soviets carries real
costs. In particular, it produces in-,
credible. contortrons in” olr’ eaponsl
- deployments "hdmpering cheap and
~ . effective solutlons and leaving | us wrth ;
expensrve “and’ often foolish ones. Of:’
z ten it forces us toward more threaten::
ing weapons rather than less threaten-
. Ing ones; indeed thls ‘perversity i too-
pronounced to- be merely happen-
b stance The more we ponder the irony,:
“the _more persuaded we become that’

-»‘ its Toots le in- a~ basic mlsconceptron

about technology Since,the_first at-
omlc’ explosion, the - automatic _ as-
- sumptlon has been’ that the’ thrust of

technology is toward more! dangerous
- weapons.. But in fact, in the current

-stage the thrust of technology seems

to be generally toward less dangerous
- ones. In trying to freeze development
_in the name of “‘ending the arms
‘rdce,” arms agreements risk leavlng
the world not a safer place but a ris-
kier one.
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